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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 11-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "the in-plane light path length difference of the retardation 
film" (Page 68 line 4). There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is 
indeterminable whether the "retardation film" refers to the recited first retardation film or second 
retardation film. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 11, 13, 14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Miyachi (U.S. Patent No. 7,176,999) in view of Yano et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2003/0210370 "Yano"). 

Regarding claim 1, Miyachi discloses a liquid crystal display device comprising: 
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a pair of polarization plates (Figure 12 elements 12 and 13) each including a 
polarizer (12a and 13 a) and a pair of protective layers (12b and 13b) laminated over the 
polarizer to protect the latter, the transmission axes of the polarizers being orthogonal to 
each other (Column 10 lines 44-48), and a liquid crystal plate (11) disposed between the 
polarization plates, wherein: 

each of the protective layers in the pair of polarization plate is a uniaxial 
retardation film laminated over at least the liquid crystal layer, having the optical axis 
thereof extended in the direction of its thickness (Column 10 lines 40-44) and which is 
generally isotropic in a plane perpendicular to the thickness direction to perform as a 
negative retardation film whose thickness-directional refractive index is smaller than an 
in-plane directional one (properties of negative uniaxial anisotropy with axis in the 
normal direction); and 

there is disposed between the liquid crystal plane and any one of the polarization 
plates a biaxial retardation film (16) that compensates the dependence upon the viewing 
angle of the protective layer upon which light forming an angle with the viewing-angular 
direction is incident (Column 17 line 63 - Column 18 line 60). 

Miyachi fails to explicitly disclose the alignment between the liquid crystal molecules 
and the absorption axis of one of the polarization plates. Yano, however, teaches parallel 
alignment between the liquid crystal molecules the absorption axis of one of the polarization 
plates (Figure 2). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to align the liquid crystal molecules with the absorption axis of one of the polarization 
plates. One would have been motivated to align the elements as proposed to allow for blockage 
and transmission of light in the voltage off/on states according to conventional means (Yano: 
Paragraph 0055). 

Regarding claim 2, Miyachi discloses the biaxial retardation film as directed to vary in 
refractive index in the plane perpendicular to the direction of its thickness and show a maximum 
refractive index in that plane (Column 17 line 64; x-y plane) such that the film compensates the 
dependence upon the viewing angle for incident light forming an angle with viewing-angular 
direction (Column 18 lines 43-47). 

Regarding claim 3, Miyachi discloses the absorption axis of one of the polarization plates 
as directed in a direction for an abnormal light refractive index of the liquid crystal layer 
(Column 10 lines 37-52). 

Regarding claim 4, Miyachi discloses the liquid crystal layer as configured to turn on in 
the in-plane switching (IPS) mode (Column 23 lines 39-43). 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 16, Miyachi discloses first and second retardation films wherein 
the first retardation film is set to have a light path length difference before incident light passes 
through the liquid crystal layer (Figure 14 element 16a), but fails to explicitly disclose an in- 
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plane path length difference. Yano, however, teaches the proposed path length difference as 
optimal for linearly polarized light such as present in the Miyachi reference (Yano: Paragraph 
0062). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to form the retardation plate to have a half wavelength path length difference. One 
would have been motivated to form the retardation plate as proposed to optimize the plate for use 
with a linearly polarized light such as taught by Miyachi. 

Regarding claim 13, Miyachi discloses the first retardation film (Figure 14 element 16a) 
as biaxial. 

Regarding claim 14, Yano discloses the proposed pretilt (Figure 2 element 4). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 5-10 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Claims 12, 15, 17, and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims, and written to overcome the 112 Second Paragraph 
Rejections. 
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The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the proposed retardation and orientation characteristics 
of the retardation films. 



Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL H. CALEY whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2286. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone arc unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David C. Nelms can be reached on (571) 272-1787. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Michael H. Caley/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2871 



